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Reconsideration of the application in light of the amendments and the following remarks 
is respectfully requested. 

Status of the Claims 

Claims 46-68 are pending, with claims 1-45 having been previously cancelled. Claims 
46-56 and 62-68 have been amended. No new matter has been added. 

Telephone Interview 

Applicant's attorney thanks the Examiner for the courtesy extended during the telephone 
interview conducted on March 9, 2005. Pursuant to the Examiner's helpful recommendations and 
discussion, claims 46-56 and 62-68 have been amended and the substance of the amendments are 
addressed below. 

Status of the Specification 

The Examiner has objected to the Specification for containing informalities. These 
informalities have been addressed by appropriate amendment of the Specification, Applicant 
requests withdrawal of this objection. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 101 

Claims 46-55 and 62-68 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as being directed to non- 
statutory subject matter. In accordance with the Examiner's recommendation, claims 46-55 have 
been amended to clearly indicate that a computer is utilized in the claimed method. Furthermore, in 
accordance with the Examiner's agreement as discussed during the telephone interview, claims 62- 
68 have been amended to recite "a programmable medium containing a computer program. . ." 
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Claims 46-68 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph. The Examiner 
agreed with AppUcant's attorney's proposed amendment to the specification and claims, in order to 
clarify the proper operation of the XOR fimction, specifically, to clarify that only one variant is to 
be selected from a group. 

Additionally, the Examiner rejected claims 46 and 48-68 for failing to comply with the 
enablement requirement, in that the specification fails to sufficiently teach the details of the 
manufacturing process. The Examiner agreed with Applicant's attorney's proposed amendment, 
which is to modify the claims to state that the process of the claims is performed to assist in the 
manufacture. Accordingly, claim 48 has been amended to state "in order to assist in the 
manufacture. . ." and claim 56 has been amended to state "assisting in the manufacture . . ." 

Furthermore, during the telephone interview, the Examiner raised an objection to claim 
46 for reciting the alternative language "and/or," and requested that Applicant select one of the 
terms for inclusion in the claim. Claim 46 has been amended to recite "a method for 
manufacturing..." 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. $ 103 

Claims 46-48, 50-53, 56-59, and 62-65 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,295,067 to Cho et al. ("Cho") in view of U.S. Patent No. 
4,847,761 to Ferriter et al. ("Ferriter"). Applicant respectfiilly traverses this rejection. 

Regarding independent claims 46 and 62, Cho merely discloses a system for 
transforming orders into an unambiguous and easier to interpret form and Ferriter merely discloses a 
computerized bill of materials. Specifically, Ferriter produces a fimctional sketch of a new product 
design where the sketch is in the form of a hierarchical tree structure. Users enter into a query 
session in which they input the name of the product, then list the major components of the product 
and then enter any subcomponents of the major components. As the query session progresses, the 
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entered components are captured in a table and a functional hierarchical tree of the structure is 
generated. Ferriter simply discloses a hierarchical tree, and does not disclose a tree or net of 
positions where each position corresponds to an actual physical location in a manufactured product. 
Furthermore, Ferriter does not teach assigning at least one position variant to each position because 
Ferriter's variants do not correspond to the "variants" of claims 46 and 62. Ferriter's variants do not 
define the possible parts that can be placed in the corresponding positions. Instead of representing 
variations of possible options of parts, Ferriter's variants represent subcomponents of a component. 
Therefore, combining Cho and Ferriter does not result in the invention of claims 46 and 62. 

Additionally, neither Ferriter nor Cho disclose "positions" within the meaning of claims 
46 and 62, as a predefined location in the article of manufacture, nor do they disclose the concept of 
a "position variant" within the meaning of the claims as one of identifying a specific part that may 
be used at the respective position (See Specification page 9, lines 12-19). While the Examiner 
contended that in Cho at column 2, beginning at line 58 there was a suggestion that there was a 
disclosure of a "position" and "position variant", AppUcant notes that Cho's citation of "a 
knowledge-based" system which specifies "the relationship between components" is an inadequate 
teaching and does not disclose the use of "position" and "position variant" as used in the present 
claims and as described in the specification in the third paragraph of the detailed description. 

With respect to independent claims 50 and 65, Applicant repeats the above arguments 
and specifically notes that Ferriter does not disclose "positions" as required by the present claims 
because Ferriter does not link the positions to physical locations in the article of manufacture. 
Instead, Ferriter simply discloses components of an article of manufacture. Combining the Cho and 
Ferriter references does not disclose the invention of claims 50 and 65 because the variants are not 
associated with a specific position corresponding to a physical location in the article of manufacture. 

With respect to independent claim 56, while a computer system is involved, the 
substantive limitations presented in the discussion relating to claims 50 and 65 apply to claim 56. 
Therefore, reference is made to the arguments presented above for claims 50 and 65. 
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With respect to dependant claims 47-49, 51-55, 57-61, 63-64, and 66-68, Applicant 
submits that these claims depend directly or indirectly from the independent claims discussed above 
and should be allowed at least for the same reasons discussed for their respective base claims. 

CONCLUSION 

Each and every point raised in the Office Action dated November 24, 2004 has been 
addressed on the basis of the above amendments and remarks. In view of the foregoing it is 
believed that claims 46-68 are in condition for allowance and it is respectfully requested that the 
application be reconsidered and that all pending claims be allowed and the case passed to issue. 

If there are any other issues remaining which the Examiner believes could be resolved 
through a Supplemental Response or an Examiner's Amendment, the Examiner is respectfully 
requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number indicated below. 



Dated 





Respectfully submitted, 
By. 

Pieijg^. Yannej 

Registration No.: 35,4T8 
DARBY & DARBY P.C. 
P.O. Box 5257 

New York, New York 10150-5257 
(212) 527-7700 
(212) 527-7701 (Fax) 
Attorneys/Agents For Applicant 
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